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Over the past century, the subject of key management behaviors leading to employee job performance and well-being has 
generated great interest in the scientific and professional community. In the literature, we observe that those decisive managerial 
behaviors have been the focus of many studies in three major sub-fields: operational management, leadership, and managerial 
coaching. Although, research in each field have contributed to our understanding of the efficacy of such management behaviors, 
a comprehensive picture is yet to develop, as they have evolved independently from one another. The purpose of this study is 
thus to reconciliate these three distinct bodies of literature and to synthesize the main theories underlying, creating an innovative 
framework to further our understanding of key management behaviors. 
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. 
Selection and/ peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Research and Education Center. 




Organizations tend to set many expectations for their own managers. They require these managers to excel at 
running operations, at coaching employees and inspiring them using particular leadership skills. Why? These 
managers are close to the employees and influence their organizational citizenship behaviors, their individual 
performance and on the long run, the organizational performance (Tremblay, Chênevert, Simard, Lapalme & 
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Doucet, 2005). They are the first success factor for employee’s engagement (Buckingham & Coffmann, 1999). In 
other words, among the principal levers of performance management, the quality of the managers has a significant 
role to play, especially in insuring the coherence between strategy and operations as well as in implementing human 
resources practices and processes of the organization (Barrette & Bérard, 2000). From that perspective, it seems 
logical that every organization conducts inquiries on the management behaviors that really matter to obtain optimal 
organizational and financial performances, and that they adjust their management patterns accordingly (Latham & 
Wexley, 1994). However, organizations rarely do so.  
The purpose of this study is to fill the above-mentioned gap and point out which management behaviors have an 
impact on employees’ job performance and well-being in working environments. The present paper shall provide an 
account of the conceptual framework that we will use to address this research question. We will argue that managers 
have to engage in behaviors that are effective at three levels. They have to manage operations, creating stability, 
they have to be leaders, guiding and inspiring people, and they have to coach their employees, facilitating their 
development. The Literature is quite fragmented into those three permeable silos, which shall be integrated in order 
to extract all the relevant management behaviors. They have to be synthetized and understood dialectically instead 
of being considered in isolation.  
 
2. Conceptual Framework 
 
Lots of ink has already been spilled on the study of managers. Indeed, the field has given birth to three major sub-
fields: operational management, leadership, and managerial coaching. Of course, these fields have significantly 
contributed to our understanding of the contemporary management behavior, but we observed that the fields have 
evolved independently so that one particular dimension cannot fully account for the totality of the managers’ 
behaviors. And yet, this literature all seems to be addressing similar questions in different fashions and often without 
engaging in discussions about other sub-fields that focused on the role of managers. It is true that a multitude of 
studies have been done regarding the impact of leadership on performance, but a lot less for our two other sub-
fields, even though those two others have also as a goal to help employees generate effectiveness. Therefore, we 
contend that in order to holistically address the problems of managers, these fields have to be combined, grouped, 
and synthetized.  In fact, on the field, numerous consulting firms have started to build models that combine these 
three sub-fields, but to this day, no academic research has been conducted on the synthesis of these sub-fields. 
Therefore, our research attempts to fill that gap in the literature by building a comprehensive framework, which will 
be followed by fieldwork within three different firms located in Montreal, Canada.  
One of the first major divergences between the sub-fields on managerial behaviour stems from the dichotomy 
between “managers” and “leaders.” Paradoxically, such a dichotomy also forces authors to investigate the gap 
between the two terms, and therefore, puts in relation the field of leadership with the field of operational manager. A 
famous quote from Bennis and Nanus (1985) illustrates the common understanding of the distinction between both 
terms: “managers are people who do things right, and leaders are people who do the right things.” Usually, authors 
see the manager as valuing stability, predictability, efficiency, as well as being risk averse and focusing on 
operations, while leaders value flexibility, innovation and adaptation, care about people and are more strategic. 
Nowadays, it is still possible to find managers only managing operations and leaders that influence people without 
benefiting of a formal managerial position. However even though both concepts are distinct in theory, the 
mainstream manager more than often has to exhibit both roles simultaneously or alternatively depending on 
idiosyncratic contexts. Certain authors have acknowledged these differences, but further stated that a good manager 
has to perform both roles (Kotter, 1990). Still, even if the need to incorporate both sets of behaviors into the 
managers’ functions exists, the literature has yet to resolve that dichotomy by providing logical and creative ways to 
conceptualize their integration.   
A third role was subsequently introduced: managerial coaching was inspired from sportive coaching and was then 
popularized in the organizations in the 80’s (Wenzel, 2000). In the 90s, the concept was further defined and broken 
down into a series of defining features (Hagen, 2010). Specifically, Hamlin and al. (2009) have defined managerial 
coaching as a facilitative process that allows individuals and groups to acquire new competencies and abilities, in 
order to create a positive impact on performance, development and personal growth.  
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Therefore, an integrative approach is essential to study managerial behaviors, provided that it has been 
demonstrated that the three roles have an indirect impact on organizational performance through employees’ 
performances. In other words, we need to connect the sub-fields in order to compare their effectiveness. We could 
add that when taking out the sets of behaviors that underpin the principal theories of each sub-field, several 
behaviors do emerge more than once and figure in more than one category. Hence, it appears that the sub-fields are 
not mutually exclusive and that they significantly overlap. Our framework is built on the encroachment of each sub-
field over the other, and aims at generating a new comprehensive model on managerial behavior.  
 
3. Principally Used Theories 
 
3.1. Management behaviors 
 
The literature on managerial work is far from scant, and mainly focuses on the typical patterns and activities of a 
manager. Specifically, authors have shown that managerial activities are more reactive than proactive. Indeed, these 
activities are very fragmented, many of the manager’s interactions are initiated by others around them, which runs 
counter to the widespread belief that managers are very organised and excel at planning (McCall & Kaplan, 1985). 
Those findings are quite interesting, but they don’t answer our question, as we want to know what are the behaviors 
that are effective, and not what are the most common behaviors. Consequently, we did not retain those theories and 
we preferred to build on the author that is considered as the pioneer of his time with his influential definition of the 
principal behaviours of a manager. Namely, we chose to use the five functions of Fayol (1917) as basis for our 
analysis of the manager’s operation behaviour. Even though Fayol was not a theorist, his influence is widely 
acknowledged in the scholarly community: his prescriptive writings have been read and commented over and over 
(Parker & Ritson, 2005). After all these years, Fayol has stood the test of time (Fells, 2000). In business schools, his 
model is one of the most discussed and within organizations, he continues to prove himself (Pryor & Taneja, 2010). 
In regards to Fayol’s contribution, Hales (1993), said that “If all philosophy is a set of footnotes to Plato, 
management theory is, in large measure, a reply to Fayol’s original memo”. We will retain his 5 functions, which 
are to forecast, to organise, to command, to co-ordinate and to control (Fayol, 1917). Those are operational 
behaviors.   
 
3.2. Leadership behaviors 
 
Managers, in addition to being good operators, have to inspire people. The field of leadership encompasses the 
most substantial literature among the three that we have described above. Indeed, new theories are always arising, 
not to mention what’s already there. However, until recently, it has evolved discontinuously and shows low levels of 
integration. Bass, Avolio and Goodheim (1987) did an extended model of leadership that Pearce and al. (2003) took 
it to a further step. They analyzed in conjunction, four important behavioural types of leadership. The first one is the 
directive leadership. The behavioral type approach was first developed during the 50’s by a team from Ohio State 
University who were unsatisfied with the previous dominant approach of “trait leadership” (Northouse, 2013). It has 
the merits to be a quite simple approach, easy to understand, including only two broad dimensions: “consideration” 
and “initiating structure”. The first one is about listening to employees, doing them personal favors, consulting with 
them on important decisions, and treating them right. The second behavioural dimension involves assigning task 
objectives, emphasizing the importance of meeting deadlines, coordinating the activities of subordinates and 
criticizing poor work (Fleishman, 1953). Researchers tend to argue that most effective leaders are the ones who are 
able to strike the right balance, having a concern for people and for production (Jackson & Parry, 2011).  
The two next behavioral types of leadership, which are often talked about and measured together, are the best 
known as of today: the “transformational” and the “transactional” leadership. The first one, transformational 
leadership, takes its origins in the writings of Burns (1978), and has been revisited and conceptualised by Bass 
(1985). As his name tells, the leader transforms people (Northouse, 2013).  Proactive, he is aiming at improving 
simultaneously his subalterns’ performances and developing their potential (Avolio, 1999). He differentiates himself 
by encouraging people to transcend their personal interest and by inciting everyone to strive for the common good. 
The four main behavioral dimensions are about embodying a model for the employees, communicating a positive 
organizational vision, stimulating creativity and offering opportunities to learn and to grow. In contrast, the 
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transactional leadership consists in an economic exchange between, on the one hand the employee who gives his 
best effort and yields results, and on the other hand the manager who gives back tangible or intangible retributions 
that the employees value (Burns, 1978). To be sure, an implicit contract is created: the employees know what to do 
and how to act in order to be recognized as well as what to avoid not to be sanctioned (Antonakis, Avolio & 
Siyasubramaniam, 2003).   
The fourth behavioral type of leadership is “empowering leadership”. The notion of empowerment was 
introduced in the 1980s (Bartunek & Spreitzer, 2006) and emphasized the development of followers and self-
leadership skills (Manz & Sims, 1980). It mainly expresses two dimensions, which are supporting the autonomy and 
development of the follower via multiple activities.  
To get a complete picture, it seems necessary to add some behavioral theories that are more focused on ethics. 
The demand for leaders that have high moral values is increasing in businesses (Van Dierendonck, 2011). 
Organizations want leaders to be less opportunistic, less focused on pure economic vision, more people oriented, 
and working with strong values. They are looking for a leader who does the right thing, the right way and for the 
right reason (Ciulla, 2005). “Servant leadership” is an emergent concept in the literature and is one of the key 
concepts of this new trend about ethics. The writings of Greenleaf (1977) are at the core of this theory and have been 
seriously revisited by Spears in 1995 and by others in the following years. The “servant leader” is creating an 
atmosphere of mobilisation, because he invests in the quality of his relationships and creates a solid psychological 
contract with the employees (Greenleaf, 1998). The leader wants to “serve” the organization, and more specifically, 
his employees, meaning that he is there to support, both at the professional and personal levels. He shows humility 
and authenticity. He empowers, provides direction, accepts people with their strengths and their weaknesses, and he 
embodies stewardship. Those are the six behavioral dimensions of the servant leader, as reported by the literature 
review of Van Dierendonck (2011). The last leadership construct that we want to talk about, the “authentic 
leadership,” fits into the same line as servant leadership: it faces the need of having high moral standard leaders. It 
also took inspiration from positive psychology and fulfills the need for honest and benevolent leaders (Jackson & 
Parry, 2011). In the 2000’s, the amount of research on the topic has soared (Gardner, Cogliser, Davis & Dickens, 
2011). The most popular paper about authentic leadership is « Can you see the real me? A self-based model of 
authentic leader and follower development», written by Gardner and al. (2005). The concept of the “authentic 
leader” is defined by Walumba and al. (2008) “as a pattern of leader behavior that draws upon and promotes both 
positive psychological capacities and a positive ethical climate, to foster greater self-awareness, and internalized 
moral perspective, balanced processing of information, and relational transparency of leaders working with 
followers, fostering positive self-development.” As listed in the definition, the first dimension is about the leader 
knowing himself, and the three other dimensions are regulatory behaviors that refer to the process in which the 
leader tries to be a better person, acts with transparency and takes ethical decisions. 
3.3. Coaching behaviors 
 
The third sub-field, coaching, is about supporting the employee to take a step back on his work and see how he 
could work or behave differently, challenge his personal limits so that he can feel better in his working environment 
and reach better outcomes (Wakefield, 2006). Coaching is a popular organizational development strategy that can 
improve the relationship between manager and employee (McLean, Yang, Min-Hsun, Tolbert & Larkin, 2005). 
Even though it is common to see coaching as a development and supporting process (Beatties, 2002), the notion of 
coaching is not yet uniformly defined in the literature and there are not a lot of contextual synthesis that we can rely 
on (D’abate, Eddy & Tannenbaum, 2003). A study done by Beauchamp (1995), undertakes the task of synthesizing 
the wide and disperse literature on coaching behavior. She did a very exhaustive job and listed 21 behaviors. Those 
behaviors have been distributed in four main groups forming a cycle: planning, following-up, evaluating and action 
planning. The other synthesis that has been made is more recent and conceptualizes coaching in 7 behavioral 
dimensions that the manager has to embody to be effective. The manager has to communicate openly, inform and 
advise his employees, provide them opportunities for learning, asses and appraises with justice, empower, solicit and 
provide feedback (Hagen, 2010). These dimensions have been mainly taken from Beattie (2002); Ellinger & 
Bostram (1999) and Graham, Wedman, & Garvin-Kester (1994). 
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4. Conclusion 
 
Drawing from those theories, we will create an integrated framework, that should more precisely predict how 
these dimensions influence employee’s performance and well-being at work. We currently predict that combining 
these dimensions will lead to organizational performance and well-being at work. Thus, the main contribution of this 
work will be to shed light on the relative importance of each behavior within the three sub-fields as well as the way 
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